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- INTRODUCTION 


A. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

In the United States Navy's budget development process 
each of the Navy's major claimants submit its own budget for 
inclusion into the overall Department of the Navy (DON) 
budget. These budgets are developed over long periods of 
time and reflect huge amounts of effort in planning for the 
funes required to support the claimant's operations and 
expansion plans. As these initial budgets are changed, first 


by the Comnotrolier of 


the Navy (NAVCOMPT) and then by the 
Office of the secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB), furtner efforts are expended to 
change plans and funding requirements to reflect the cnanges 
femcne budget. Thapeuan tne uUnderstanaqing cr the roies and 
strategies used by  NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB in their budget 
Pevdew Drocess, the claimants may be able to produce initial 
Sudgets wricr wt!i be more resistant tc unfavorable chanses. 
MmmercOUulC result in a savings of effort involvec in the 
budget planning time anc more stable budgeting practices. 

The budgeting process is explored in detail te give the 
reacer a firm understanding of the budgeting process. 

Similar studies conducted in this area of research are 
£ 


mere 1zec aS SUDpCrting analys*s Tor similar findings and to 


Peay ite God, ,1ctinsg fincings for causai relationships. 


Through the data provided by the office of (ime 
Comptroller of the Navy (NAVCOMPT) for fiscal year FY1990, 
the Operations and Maintenance, Navy (0&M,N) appropriations 
account 1S examined. The data is analyzed to identify 
consistent patterns of behavior in the roles and strategies 
of the budget review authorities. Claimant strategies are 
reviewed to identify strategies that predict budget review 
reactions. Strategies used by NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB to change 
budgets are analyzed feats consistency, causal effect 
relationships and criteria used to make changes. Conclusions 
are drawn indicating the expected reactions to the various 
strategies available to the major claimants in developing 


their initial budgets. 


oe BUDGETING WITHIN THE NAVY 
The Navy's budget itis developed through the planning 
programming and budgeting system (PPBS)}. This system 
develops a five year defense pian and updates it yearly to 
deveiop a biennia! budget. Tne first fiscal year Of aaieee 
budget is submitted to congress for funding. Through the 
understanding of PPSS, its history, how 1t works, arcu 
positive ana negative aspects, the reader will better 
understand the roles and strategies of the agencies involved. 
1. PhewHiStery “of (PrPES 
The path of budgetary reform in the Department of 


Defense (DOD) was laid in 1949 with the Hoover Commission on 


Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. They 
recommended that the government adopt a budget based upon 
MuimeLions, activities, and projects. (Ref. 1:p.138] This 
was followed by tne Rand study, Efficiency and Economy in 
Government Through New Budgeting Procedures in 1954. This 
recommended a program budgeting method to be used by the DOD. 
In 1955 the Committee for Economic Development presented a 
Swarement calling for program budgeting to be used throughout 
the federal government. 

In 1963 the Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara 
instituted the Planning Programming And Budgeting System 
(PPBS) into the DOD budget process. Since then DOD has used 
the PPBS to develop every budget. OmeewAUGUSZ. (2o, -196o., 
President Johnson announced that PPBS would be used 
throughout ali executive branch agencies. 

During the next few years the executive agencies made 
wererous atvremots cc institute budgeting through the use of 
programs, none were compietely successful. In many cases 
implementation never went beyond the stage of agreeing to 
implement. fRef. 2] Other agencies never quite understood 
what was expectec of them. When the Nixon administration 
fed tO SNOW any ianterest in instituting the PPBS, the 
agencies ended their program budgeting efforts. Te yscoett 


DOD as the only department using PPBS. 


2. The PPBS Process 
The PPBS is a decision making process of allocating 


defense resources. Using this process DOD is able to look at 


objectives, present costs, and future expenditures while 
preparing their budget. [lt breaks the budget into eleven 
basic programs: Strategic Forces, “Intelligence and 


Communications Forces, Supply and Maintenance Forces, General 
Purpose Forces, Airlift and Sealift Forces, Reserve and 


National Guard Forces, Research and Development Forces, 


Training and Personnel Forces, Administration Forces, Support 


of Other Nations, and Special Operations Forces. These 
programs consist of over 800 different elements. The 
programs cross service lines and enable the Secretary of 


Defense to make allocation of resource decisions among 
competing programs and alternatives. 

Previously defense budgets had been formulated by 
focusing on the existing base and adding incrementa! 
improvements to it. The whole question of how much a weapon 
system costs over time was overlooked, as the traditional 
budgeting format of focusing on the immediate future did not 
allow for its inclusion. Budgets were prepared for one year 
at a time. The PPBS develops a five year budget, and updates 
le Yyeatuy. 

The focus of PPBS 1s on objectives, purposes, and the 
long-term alternative means for achieving them. In his 
statement to his cabinet members and agency heads on August 
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25, 1965, President Johnson proclaimed that PPBS will] enable 


os LO: 

itis ldentify our national goals with precision and ona 
Sentinuing basise 

2. Choose among those goals the ones that are the most 
urgent. 

3. Search for alternative means of achieving those goals 
most effectively and at the least cost. 

Ae Inform ourselves not merely on next years costs, but on 
second, and third, and subsequent year's costs of our 
programs. 

5. Measure the performance of our programs to insure a 
dollar's worth of service for each dollar spent. ([Ref. 
| Vom Eso) 1 

In Summary PPBS is acyclic process containing three 
distinct but interwoven phases. Pt Weeooks at anticipated 
threats and a strategy is developed. From this strategy, 


requirements are estimated and programs are developed to 
execute the stratesy. Once the programs are developec, the 


Seees Of the programs are put into a budget. 


3. Planning 
The first phase of PPEBS is the planning stage. In 
this stage biennial plans are developed that encompass 15 


years. They include the FYDP and a10 year planning period 
beyond the FYDP. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) assess the 
threats which face this nation. They produce the biennial 
fommt, Long Range Strategic Appraisal (JLRSA), and the 
biennial Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD). The JLRSA 
contains the military departments long range plans and 
Prememces a transition from long-range to mid-range strategic 


= 


planning. its purpose is to stimulate focused strategic 
studies and to influence the development of the JSPD. The 
JSPD assesses threats to the United States and our interests 
world wide. it recommends military objectives, strategies 
and force levels to meet these threats. !t also includes an 
appraisal of the capabilities and risks associated with 
programmed force levels, and recommends changes to force 
planning and program guidance. The estimates and 
recommendations it provides are not fiscally constrained. 
Their job is to determine what level of defense we need not 
what level we can afford. 

The JCS presents the JSPD to the Secretary of Defense 
and the Defense Resource Board (DRB) in June of the odd 
numbered years. On alternate years the Joint Strategic 
Planning Document Supporting Analyses is provided. 

Commanders of the Unified and Specified Commands also 
provide the Secretary of Defense and the DRB with their 
persona! appraisals of major issues and problems of their 
commands. [{Ref. 3] The DRB is responsible for managingmmae 
planning process. 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
considers the military advise of the JCS submitted in the 
JLRSA and the JSPD, and develops a draft of the Defense 
Guidance (DG). Thats \2erat eels subMiteead to all “Des 
components, the Nationai Security Council, the Department of 
State, and the Office of Management and Budget for comment. 
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They comment on major issues, problems, and resource 
constraints which affect the policy, strategy, and management 
required to meet the threat. 
The OSD then drafts a final version of the DG. The 

DG is developed biennially and revised annually by the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Policy). [Ref. 4] It contains the 
statement of threat, military objectives, strategy, and force 
planning guidance. it consists of the following elements: 

- Near and long-term threat assessment and opportunities. 

= Policy and strategy guidance. 

meearce oOlanning guicance. 

= sResource planning guidance. 


- Fiscal guidance which gives each department its 
meecitic ouUtjsay by fiscal year. 


- Unresolved issues requiring further study. 
The publishing of the DG occurs in January of even numbered 
Years, 22 months prior to the beginning of the fiscal year. 
This marks the ena of the planning stage of PPBS. 
4. Programming 

[In the programming stage each DOD component takes the 
DG and develops programs that are prioritized and costed out. 
These programs, expressed in the form of a Program Objective 
Memorandum (POM), are based on and comply with the DG. 
Proposed programs are projected for five years, and forces 


@-e projected for eight years. [Ref. 4:p. A-2] The 


programming stage begins in September before the DG is 
published, and ends in May, 16 months prior to the FY. 

The Secretary of the Navy issues the Department of 
the Navy Planning and Programing Guidance (DNPPG). This 
identifies areas requiring attention by the Chief of Naval 
Operations (CNO), the Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC) 
and civilian executive assistants in the development of the 
POM. The CNO uses this to develop the CNO Policy and 
Planning Guidance, and the CNO Program and Fiscal Guidance 
(CPFG). 

Using this guidance CNO Program Analysis Memorandum 
(CPAM) are developed. The CPAMs are issued in the areas of 
support and logistics, manpower, personnel and training, 
fleet support and strategic mobility, tentative program 
summary, and program decision summary. The CPAMs address the 
Navy's capability to carry out its goals and objectives. 
Fach CPAM is fiscally balanced in accordance with the (CPRegm 
and developed from the inputs presented by the major 
claimants. 

Program issues and alternatives presented in the 
CPAMS are reviewed by the Program Development Review 
Committee (PDRC), the CNO Executive Board, and OSD. After 
review they are updated and CPAMs 2 are released. 

The program sponsors update the program data base to 
reflect the fiscal and manpower controls and tentative CNO 
program decisions. Major changes are described and justified 
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in program summary documents produced by the resource 
sponsor. The PDRC reviews these issues and submit the 
Program Decision Summary (PDS) to the CNO for approval and 
resolution as needed. The appropriation sponsors review the 
PDS and advise as to what packaging changes can be made to 
improve the likelihood of success at the DOD budget table. 
After these changes are made, the Navy POM is ready to submit 
mos, and the JCS. The Navy POM contains detailed 
recommendations for application of DON resources. ie 
contains an analysis of the missions and objectives to be 
achieved, alternative methods of accomplishing them, and the 
eameicacion of resources. Pipeadeattven, toOeune bUdgGeLt year), the 
program period is the four years beyond the budget year for 
cost and manpower, seven years beyond the budget year for 
Memeces. {Ref. 3] 

The JCS review the POMs) submitted DY cme. DOD 
components for the adequacy of the composite force, and 
resource leveis presented. They issue arisk assessment of 
meemaD1lity of the forces to execute the strategy outlined in 
PememebG, in the form of the Joint Program Assessment 
Memorandum (JPAM) to OSD. The JPAM may recommend changes to 
improve overall defense capabilities within alternative 
funding levels directed by the Secretary of Defense. 

Based on areview of the POM in relation to the DG 
and JPAM, issues shal] be prepared by the OSD staff, the DOD 
components and the OMB. One page outlines of proposed major 
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issues may be submitted by any ODRB or Program Review Group 
(PRG) (a working group subordinate to the DRB) member. The 


issues should have broad policy, force, program, or resource 


Teniteeed c 1Onse Particular emphasis should be given to cross- 
service issues that have not been adequately, or 
consistently, addressed in the POMs. Major issues that were 


decided during the previous year's program and budget review 
should be addressed only if some major new factors have 
appeared since that decision. [Ref. 3:p. A-14] 

These issues are reviewed by the PRG and appropriate 
ones are included in t!ssue Books (!IBs) and sent to the DRB 
for consideration. The full DORB meets to discuss the issues. 


Major issues aremeasured against the DG, budget resources, 


and management initiatives. The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
makes all appropriate decisions after consulting with the 
Secretary. The review decisions are recorded in a set of 


Program Decision Memorandum (PDM), signed by the Secretary or 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and distributed to the DOD 
components and the OMB in May, 16 months prior to themes 
' The PDMs are the basis for the budget decisions. 
5  PSsudcagetams 

[A DON; budgetinia consists Gia olt seoteo.. (1) the 
submission of budget estimates to the Comptroller of the Navy 
(NAVCOMPT) for review and approval by SECNAV; (2) the 
submission of budget estimates to the OSD and the OMB for 
review and approval by SECDEF and the President; (3) the 
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Submission of the President's Budget to the congress for its 


review and approval; and (4) the execution by the DON of 


enacted appropriations. A DON budget is developed for each 
of these phases, consistent with the Department's 
feeemeralization policy, 71.e€., that the offices responsible 


for budget execution will participate in developing budget 
estimates, subject to the guidance of higher authority. 
heeft. 4:p. A-3] This thesis is only concerned with the first 
two steps. The actions congress takes on the DON budget, and 
the budget's execution are beyond the scope of this thesis. 

Long before the programming phase ends Naval offices 
are busy collecting data, developing budgets, and submitting 
them to NAVCOMPT. These initial budgets are based on 
congressional, OMB, OSD, and SECNAV actions. From these 
actions NAVCOMPT compiles information and develops a budget 
Sem wnich it sends to Navy Claimants. From this guidance 
and standing instructions the Claimants prepare and submit 
erent initial budgets. 

When the POM is completed NAVCOMPT issues another 
Beemer call. This budget call includes estimates ee. on 
the first year of the FYDP. These spending levels are called 
Gomterol numbers. The Claimants use this budget call to 
revise and resubmit their budgets to NAVCOMPT. This budget 
is based on the approved programs. All program increases, 
decreases and realignments from the previous year. are 
identified, and new emergent unfunded deficiencies are 


i, 


Iineluided. After collecting all of their claimants imeuigem 
NAVCOMPT reviews the budgets and recommends changes referred 
to as the mark-up. These changes are based on the following 
Critwer ia: 

- Appropriation and fiscal status and implications 


- Financial feasibility and balance 


Validity and responsibleness of cost and pricing 


- Validity and relationshnin to planned cumect ives 


legality aeret . 6] 

After NAVCOMPT has made the mark-ups, claimants are 
allowed te challenge them with a reclama. A reclama is 4a one 
nase document which addresses a specific issue and the 
rationale used in the mark-up. Differences between NAVCOMPT 
and the ciaimant' s budgets are resolved by the Director of 
Navy Program Planning. After resolving ail the budget issues 
NAVCOMPT submits the DON budget to OSD and OMB concurrenee 
ifn-mae-Septemberem MON lnc Or peon ene. 17 

During the Fall the OSD staff conducts a bUG@eee 
review with the OMB. Al! DOD components participate in this 
review, and recommend changes with reclamas. Program Budget 
Decisions (P8Ds) signed by the Secretary or the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense are issued once decisions are reached. 
These decisions will address all of the resources in the 
budget request and be related to the appropriation and budget 
activity straeem, eno, the “Sos. The decisions will include 
the current year, the budset year, the atttherization yeaa. 
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(budget year + 1) and an estimate of the resource impact on 
the three succeeding program years. Priority will be placed 
on assuring that budgets are prepared to true program cost 
for all years and that affordability in the out~-years is 
explicitly reviewed and examined. 

While the review 1S progressing, the ORB shall meet 
periodically to consider component appeals of Secretary or 
Deputy Secretary of Defense decisions, to discuss proposed 
Seersions, to examine out~year affordability of current 
decisions, to prepare or agree on recommendations to the 
President, and to provide to the components the results of 
the Secretary's meeting with the President. The ORB shal] 
also provide guidance and recommendations for program 
Gemce!lations or reductions to meet fiscal guidance, and 
pieeesrce for budsgeting-to-cost of individual programs. 

After review of the tentative budget decisions, DOO 
Components may identify issues that are serious enough to 
warrant a major issue meeting with the Secretary of Defense. 
Later decisions mede by the Secretary will] be announced in 
revisions to issued PBOs. [Ref. 3] The final PPBS decisions 
feemwechnen incorporated into the Presidents Budget and 
Seemittced to Congress in January. 

This thesis examines the initial budgets submitted by 
the navy major claimants, NAVCOMPTs actions on these budgets 
ama the reciamas submitted, and OSD/OMB actions on the 
budgets and reclamas submitted to them. 


ie 


6. Benefits of PPS 


Traditiona! becdgetinc metnoas usec prior “to “aie 
implemerintation of PP2S were concerned wath ingetste: 
resounces. The PPSBS focuses Cn outpets. “Previously, defense 


expenditures had been considerec in traditional |line-1tem 
form, fecustnsg or categories sweh as Wawntenarce, supe lie. 


, anc equipment; and the budget presented by the 


Secretary cf Defense was reaeliy a combination of Army, Navy, 
andes Air Ferte ebudcets. Tre whele quastion of how enema 


weapon system cost was not brougnt in systematically, either 
to determine the feasibility cf tne program or™ to eva iam. 
TOS GPP rericy . Ref. Fees 5 i 132 | Tne Defense Department 
ofter looked like 24 co 


with decision-making colored at aii levels by one-upmanship 


of interservice rivalry. [{Refi. 1] For the first time, Uae 
PPEBS, many Components were forced to define what their 
objectives realiy were. This may be the greatest advantage 
to PRS: 


The former budget was projected for only cone "yea 
into the future, and the Secretary “of Defense™ anagem: 
Secretaries of the three departments put all their emphasis 
on “next year's budget -a budget that could not trans age 
resources into objectives, could not project the future 
resource implications of proposed actions, and that dia Wee 
Gaeoingaish between one-time investment outlays and 


recurring, or annual operating, expenses. [Ref. 7} 
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The need for PPBS stems from two sources. First, the 
resources of government are isa cted so they must be 
distributed to gain the most value. Second, government 
needs a regulator that tells us when an activity stops being 
productive and should be altered or replaced. The importance 
Saeeeeninking in program terms is that, ain addition to 
clarifying objectives, it helps move discussion away from the 
fairly useless absolutes of (a) what fixed amounts) of money 
to spend no matter what the goals, or (b) what fixed 
objectives to achieve no matter what the costs. PReéme 1p. 
a) | 

Wildavsky argues that PPBs greatest success, has been 
in changing the budgetary atmosphere. [t brought increased 
attention to the need to improve analysis and to develop more 
rational decision rules. [Ref. 2] 

foe orovades lor forward planning in its, FYDP and 
provides for techniques to evaluate costs and benefits. All 
programs must be quantified in specific benefit and cost 
terms. Although all policies are ultimately made on the 
basis of judgement they don't need to be made in the fog of 
Inadecuate and Wvacclimatewraata prevalent prior to the 
implementation of PPBS. PPBS provides data to help officials 
make decisions. lt 1s not a mechanical substitution for the 
good judgement, political wisdom, and leadership of those 


eugacials. [Ref. 7] 


Ue) 


7. Weaknesses of PPBS 

Wildavsky calls PPBS an elaborate apparatus that does 
not work. He claims that PPBS does not work because it can 
not work. Failure is into its very nature because it 
requires ability to perform cognitive operations that are 
beyond present human (or mechanical) capabilities. [Ref. 
Zee 20 bn 

One major problem is that there is no agreement on 
the definition of a program. Just what one means by an end- 
oroduct or a ‘program is nNeteuUnambiguerce The line of 
demarkation between programs and objectives is not clear cut. 
Is the Military Air Transport Service a program or Ss imomieu 
activity supporting, say, the Tactical Air Program? (Gee 
even the latter merely something to be purchased fora 
program that might be called deterrence and fight imams 


limited wars? Even such tasks as providing nuclear striking 


power and prey 1G rns forces FOr limitec war have 
interrelaticnships. Neither is solely a supporting act iva. 
of the other, yet each can influence the®credibi 1 i1Cyviame 
effectiveness of the other. It may seem that one is driven 


to regard every military item and activity as an Gbgeae 
purchased for and contributing to one program--national 
Secur ley. The unique function of a program bucget 1oiiae 
implement the conclusions of a political philosophy through 
the assignment of resources. In a number of areas no clear 
objectives have been laid down. [Ref. li:pp. 140-141] 
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Another problem is in the measurement of costs and 
benefits. A precise measure of benefits or effectiveness of 
one method of achieving a goal verses another is impossible 
to achieve. The decision then comes down to judgement and 
political bargaining. How costs are measured 1s just as 
ieessibple, political costs, dollar outlays, the cost of 
human lives, all have to be weighed and compared. fit. as 
eemcally claimed that, Tae -Or deraBtes Justify “their pet 
programs and personal judgments; officials produce vast 
amounts of useless information, characterized by premature 
@temtitication of irrelevant items. [Ref. 2] These massive 
doses of information are too much to evaluate, thus the 
system is overloaded and the decisions are made through pure 
judgement. 

The President's Biue Ribbon Commission on Defense 
Management pointed out numerous problems with PPBS. They 
reportec: 

meme ack Of clarity in the strategic goals of DOD 


- An inability of the JCS system to make meaningful program 
maouts 


- Instead of rational choices of programs and weapons most 
needed to serve national purposes, such choices are stil} 
largely determined by service needs and service 
Mmrereses, resulting In duplication of some programs, 
misallocation of resources to others, and most important, 
mec Vvect of still others. 


- Failure of the PPBS to emphasize the output side of the 
defense program 


= An insufficient relationship between strategic planning 
ie fisecal eeonstraints. 


ier 


Insufficient attention in the PPBS to execution 
oversight and control. wuner lon 

Wildavsky is extremely critical of PPBS. In addition 
to the problems already mentioned he makes the following 
DOwMmes . 


= PPBS Ws onct scose effective. It produces costly 
rationales for inevitable failures. 


~ PPBS Sacre aidces the nat 1 Om amagic y of ends to ee 
rational ityecon meance 


- Five-year budget conceived in the hodgepodge terms of the 
program structure serves no purpose. 


- PPBS discredits policy analysis. To collect vast amounts 
of random data is hardly a serious analysis Of pWiumee 
Dolev seRet a2) 

It can be arguec that any budgeting system, designed 


to construct a budget as iarge and compieéx as the DOD geome 


will be flawed in many ways. The PPBS process is no 
Oxcession to. cis. While 1t has its faults, it does Wars 
and wi'. be used for the foreseeable future. 

Through the uUnderstanditam of the PPBS process, 
provided in this chapter, the reader can better appreciate 


the roles and strategies of the participants. The next two 
chapters examine how the PPBS process is used, and detail the 


actions of the Major Claimants, and the reviewing agencies. 


fl. BACKGROUND 


A. LELOUP/MORELAND STUDY ON BUDGETING IN THE DOA 

Other studies have been done to examine the methodologies 
used by governmental reviewing AMenertetes in cuctins 
budgets. Lance T. LeLoup, and William B. Moreland reviewed 
the budgets of the department of agriculture (DOA), from 1946 
tmougn 1971. They looked at the budgets submitted by the 
agencies anc the subsequent changes made by the DOA, the OMB, 
eevaecongress. 

While the aggregate budgets appeared to change in smooth 
increments, they found great variations in the budgets of the 
agencies which make up~ the DOA. They traced the degree of 
success or budget expansion to the extent the agency was 
assertive or aggressive in its budget request. Assertiveness 
or aggressiveness is defined as the tendency for agencies to 
pursue an active strategy of expansion in their programs and 
humains. baet. I2°Omalec | A requested increase of ten 
percent or more was defined as aggressive. 

They found that the larger the increase requested the 
Mememie Was CUCL, but budgets are not cut in proportion to the 
requested increase or decrease. Agencies asking for large 
Increases wound up with a larger share than those requesting 
moderate increases. in fact agencies requesting moderate 
increases averaged an overai!] decline in appropriations. 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2, indicate the results of their research. 


ee, 


THE 21 


Th AGENCY PEOLESTS MATE EY PEVIEWOG HODIES 

















-_ —_ 
et ma immer on ave OF Cee Dy ce =s 
Femvest En imez Cae a> @ OW 92 Db, Iey 
— yr —_ fee ae i\FYarnrsEr i C(rriarecss Arar it) 
alles se cr CoS Num. eee thea i ee Neate’ ‘o STO Hi 
- - _ om 4 ry 
own — 2 A o, ~ , rc 
7 | Let -~ 6.5% os - 
ress os Dt 6.5% 5 Lx 
“- -~ _—— “~ f_- oo “~~ Cr 
ct ie a me BE —— am + = a < = = “= ue 
eS, nae aoe ae L/S wet sc ve = = 
a _—s ~ Geos =) \ el —® > 
1% 13,55 vie c 465 
a= ee ~ ae = =x a 
— = wm’ Be 7 & st ote a Le ~ zee 
_—- --— =e > ¢ a> = = —— 
— —_ = é eo —_ 
= ke > nao Se ee Ll 
_— = = -_- + = _—- = - Pow) 
a a ae ee a / OG a= j La — c 4 b - s 
SS ee es os foe Bae _ -__~§ & amet Bad we —8@e os 
aan". 2s fo = Lo r- vr -~ Pa 
= 8 -_- _. =. —_ Pie = yD Ps Pa £. 
a 2@-— — wi’ — - ame @ LS 
eee ee re 
° a = - 
=-_ «24i_ = home 
ee em a eee ei; — ieee 
oa" aS i. = cs 6& g }- emt OF Neg 2 5 Pad 4 
a UL ee ge SSP wy tee p tae Alb ewe = $lves to! 
LL ca ae” orl a —s > ~~ ee 
oP ee SS S ai et 
— 2 = 3 ~~ 
eee ol — <—— ed oe 


Hees Fecuests= Goth ti 
> “AKAs > = > -21.is ( x) 
> ee >, aS >= oteae ( *) 
> Wess > L.& > LF (i271) 
> 16.=% > De Fe > 2.55 (i593) 
> SF » i6..& > Ie ( 7) 
> 115.8 > La > IAS %) 





They found that the department(DOA) attempted to balance 
the extremes. It protected the moderate agencies by adding 
back to decreases requested, and cut very little from 
moderate requests. it increased the budgets of those asking 
for ten-25 percent increases and it cut deeply into the most 
aggressive requests. The greater the increase asked for the 
larger the cut. This however; still left the more aggressive 
agencies with much larger dollar increases than any other 
category. 

The OMB it was found is the main obstacle to agency 
growth. it cuts across the board in a mechanical method, and 
1% does not increase the budgets of any group. Even more 
Sexier icance 18 the finding that moderation in requests 
certainly corfers no advantages in terms of support from the 


Oem |eRef. 12:0. 186} 
Congress makes the smallest changes overall]. pmelouc. more 
deepiy into the jarger increases requested, but increased the 
requests fron tne largest category. They also restorec some 
of the OMB cuts to the agencies requesting a decrease. The 
increase given to the most assertive group is.) attributed to 
actions by those agencies to build support in congress. 

In summary they found that the normal strategy of 
moderation postulated by the incremental theorists is more 
myth than reality. The strategy of moderation may be 
desirable for agencies seeking certainty, stability, anc high 
epport Of  tmeir initial request, but it will not lead to 
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agency growth and may in fact lead to agency decline. To 
obtain substantial nonincremental increases in programs and 
budgets, an agency must attain a position of political 
strength (with support inside and outside of government) to 
justify a large increase. Don't come in too high is poor 
advice for an agency wishing to receive more money; come in 
as high as you can justify would appear to be better advise 


based on the results of this study. (Ret setae 


B. PAST RESEARCH IN ASSERTIVE BUDGETING 

Lieutenant Jack Housley, United States Navy (1986) 
examined the Department of the Navy; operations and 
maintenance, Navy (0&M,N) budget for FY 1987. Like LeLoup 


and Moreland, he looked at the budgets submitted by the 


agencies, in this case thew mavy magor “elanman ce He 
classified the ciaimanits'’ Thi ee | budget requests as 
aggressive or moderate. The aggressive or assertive requests 


were tnose requesting an increase of ten percent or more over 
the preceding years budget. He examined the budget cutting 
actions of NAVCOMPT, OSD/OMB, and the actions that each Sead 
on reclamas submitted to influence these cuts. 

He founc that the O&M,N budget changed in smooth 
increments, but that budget participants didnt receive 
changes in proportion to their previous budget share. “ire 
claimants using an aggressive budgeting strategy received the 


bulk of the increases. Although the average claimant askea 


more oucget increases, more asked for a decrease than 
requested increases greater than ten percent. This differs 
significantly from the DOA agencies in the LeLoup-Moreland 
study. in that study only 60 agencies requested a decrease 
and 339 asked for more than ten percent. This indicates that 
the Navy's claimants may be less aggressive in seeking budget 
increases than the agencies of the DOA. 

The support of NAVCOMPT he found, was critacal to the 
aggressive claimants. Without it OSO/OMB cut their requests 
e@eme with support, their Increases were almost always 
approved. For non aggressive claimants NAVCOMPT support is 
femeas important. Their initial request is the strongest 
determinant of their budget. 

fic analysis dittéers with that of Leloup-Morelane in 


meee NAVCOMP™ un ike OSD did not attempt to batance the 


extremes. it is just as likely to increase the requested 
meeeer as tc decrease 1%. He founc that the role NAVCOMPT 
took was to check cme “Claimencs Pectests “Fors buieges: 
Meee yo1licty, verity the accuracy of estimates, and evaluate 


imemeeece jf ict reflects PPBS decisions. 

His findings like those of LelLoup-Moreland, show that 
OSD/OMB is the main obstacle to growth and that they are very 
meenanica! in their cuts. [In addition, moderation in budget 
requests appears to have no advantage in securing support 
from the OSD/OMB budget review. [Ref. 13:p. 32] Moderate 
increases are cut along with aggressive increases. He also 
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found that the claimants requesting the largest increases, 
received the largest cuts, but still wound up Withee 
greater increases than their moderate counterparts. The 


actions of NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB are displayed below. 
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Changes in Agency Requests Made by Reviewing Authorities 


Average NCOMPT OSD OMB 
Claimant Claimant Request Request 
Assertiveness Increase Mark-up Mark-up Average 
Categories Requested [ncrease [ncrease Growth N 
Decrease -0.29 -0.0] -0.03 oa (10) 
0-4.9% G2 08 = 0), Oz -0.02 ~ 3% (3) 
5-9 .9% 0.07 = 8/210) | 8) (O 6% (i) 
10-14 .9% On aS 0.093 =OCn 18% (3) 
Over 15% 0.17 -0.01 -0.d6 11% (Ss 


[Ret wis: >. 33) 


In the area of reclama success ne found that altneeign 
both NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB are just as likely to cut, ony 
NAVCOMPT is likely to restore funds as a result Of ie 
reclama process. He attributes this to four reasons. “Ff ia 
DOD and DON discourage reclamas to OSD/OMB cuts. Next, most 
OSD/OMB cuts are conducted on line items’ for which the 
claimant has very little input. OSD/OMB makes a significant 
number of their cuts based on congressional action, Tevirce. 
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Semy trees rates, revised economic assumptions, and repricing 
Spo commoditcies (i.e. fuel). Finally, NAVCOMPT screens out 
the insupportable budget requests. [Ref.13:p. 36] 

His results also show that NAVCOMPT restored more funds 
than it initially cut. This increases the importance of the 
reclama process as it could be utilized to increase the 
initial budget request. Since NAVCOMPT's budget is not as 
secure on political grounds and updated pricing and economic 
assumptions as OSD/OMB'’s budget it is much more willing to 
entertain reclamas. 

He recommends that c!aimants take an aggressive role in 
budgeting, as the initia! budget request is the strongest 
determinant of the final budget. The changes of NAVCOMPT anc 
OSD/OMB are not usually significant enough to greatly change 
the initial request. With this assertive budget tne claimant 
can anc should use the reclama process on all cuts made by 
NAVCOMPT and genera!ly accept changes made by OSD/OMSB. 

A study on the relationship between budget assertiveness 
and success in various department of defense budget accounts 


was conducted by Lieutenant Joseph Scarpa, USN in 1988. 


Semme che 23 major military appropriations Within “tie 
Department of Defense, he looked at this assertive 
relationship on the fiscal year budgets of 1977-1988. By 


comparing the initial budget request of the claimant to the 
budget approved by congress he determined the amount of the 
requested cnange that was ultimately approved. The measure 
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used for assertiveness and success was the percentage 
increment over the base which was requested and received. 

His study agreed with the last two mentioned in that the 
largest increases in budgets go to assertive claimants. The 
marine corps was particularly successful in gaining large 
increases through aggressive budgeting strategies. He found 


that “The budget accounts which seem to be most rewarded by 


budget assertiveness for Fiscal Years 1977-1988 are 
Procurement, Marine Corps; the four services’ Military 
Personnel accounts; Other Procurement, Air Force; anc Other 
Procurement, Army. The budget accounts which seem least 


responsive to budget assertiveness are Aircraft Procurememee 
Navy; Weapcns Procurement, Navy; anc Research, Development, 
Test, and Evaluation, Army Sabre f 9016. cm 

Acditicna! studies linking aggressiveness to SblUudgGeuam. 
increases have made similar conclusions. Davis, Dempster, 
and Wildavsky (1966) suggest that agencies will gain thmemem 
advocacy, but that if they ask for amounts much largqertieaans 
the aD OrODr 1a. Pais bodies believe reasonable, their 
credibility will suffer. This could have a negative ef jem 
on the budget request, and future budgets. Sharkansky (1968) 
shows aggressiveness to be a prerequisite for a substantial 
budget Simerease. Sharkansky also finds a high correlates 
between gubernatorial support and agency budget success. ‘ee 
seems to be a safe extrapolation to further suggest that 
presidential SsuppDCiMe of an init wat ive--budgetary Or 


26 


otherwise--1s essential for federal agency success. [Ref . 
fee. 17 | 
From these studies one can conclude that the most 


effective strategy would be to ask for the largest increase 


that can be reasonably justified each year. Lis 1s not 
possible for all agencies every year. Agency assertiveness 
is a function of several factors: the values, attitudes, and 


orientation of agency administrators, the extent of external 
Sumport for the agency and wes programs, anc the 
Samerronmental constraints. [Ref. 12, 

Department of Defense budgeting is still very much a 
Meme rca’ process in saite of ai! tne attempts to make it 
meme analytica!. The support of the public, the president or 
meemocongress is essential to justify any large incremental! 


mmeeases in budgets. When a popular call goes out for a 6C0 


Smtemmavy, a strategic defense initiative, or a B-2 bomber, 


memo is whe time to reiate an agencies growth to a popular 
issue. Tne budget reviewing agencies will be less wiliing to 
@@eetunds if they think that the next reviewer will restore 
meets Gue tO popular or political support for the program. 
Beemeves with popular or political support of this nature 
femee it easy to be aggressive. 

meememiec  congitions also play an aimportant role iin 
shaping the degree to which a claimant may be aggressive. 
Since all of the interservice budgets will eventualiy come 
together as the navy budget, they are all interrelated. In 


au 
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times of fixed or reduced spending, increases in one budget 
require a cut in another. lt 1s much easier for reviewing 
agencies to cut growth in one budget than to cut into the 
base of another. Over aggressiveness at these times may also 
cause the claimants budget to loose credibility. it wi lige 
examined much more carefully for areas of excess, and the 
unwarranted aggressiveness of the agency could be detrimenta! 
tOmesit s . btidoe te This limits the ability of the agency to 
submit an aggressive budget. 

in the next chapter, the budget data for Fisca' years 
1990-1994 is analyzed. The actions of the reviewing agencies 
are examined to determine if they change during periods of 
tT SiGe constraint,  .cempiareds to —periegsmee, Screws The 
methods anc patterns used by the reviewing agencies are 
analyzec, and the budget strategies avaiiable to tne Magar 


Claimants are documented. 
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The data used in this thesis was provided by the NAVCOMPT 
Budget Evaluation Group (NCBG). {t contains the Operations 
and Maintenance, Navy (0&M,N) budget changes made while 
formulating the FY 1990 Presidents’ Budget, and was produced 
in the late fall of 1988. The data contains the changes made 
to the FYDP (Fiscal Years 1990-1994), and to FY 1988 anc 
1989. These changes include: The initial FYDP budget (00), 
The Major Clatmants' requested change (01), NAVCOMPTS'’ mark- 
up (02), NAVCOMPTs' restorals (03), Other DON miscellaneous 
adjustments (04), OSD/OMBs' Program Budget Decisions (PBD) 
adjustments (05), ln some cases other OSD misceilaneous 
adjustments (06), and the final O&M budget with these changes 


moe rudec., 


A. DATA ANALYSIS 

Meow ois Gata | ene (yzec=the O80 BbuidGgevs ~65 S2e "4c c- 
Mepemants. i 1oOgetner, <tReir buagets comprise 98.2 percent of 
mmemcotal O&M,N budget. These Claimants are listed in Figure 
3.7 with their NCBG code. These codes are used throughout 
Mmeetremainder o7 this study to identify the major Claimants. 
Table 3-1 shows the amounts of the Major Claimants budgets. 


Mens Study analyzes: 


1. The aggressive/assertive correlation to budget growth 
mentionec eaviier. 


2. The amount and directions of changes made during each 
budget review, and the effect of the change on each 
years budget. 


3. The methodology used in the changes made by each budget 
reviewing body. 


4. The effects of the changes on each of the Major 
Claimants Budgets. 


1. Aggressive/Assertive Correlation 

The Claimants aggressiveness is determined by the 
amount of the increase In one years budget over the ape 
years budget. Through the examination of the Claidmannse 
requestec budgets for the fiscal years 1990-19394) aa 
comparing tne amount of each to the prior years bUdSet eae 
reauestec budqget increases are measureaca. The aggressiveness 
of the Claimants cver tnis Tive year period can be Seer 


Tabie 3-2. 


Claimants 
Chief of Naval Operations (OP-09B) 


mesistcant for Administration, 
Under Secretary of the Navy 


Naval {Intelligence Command 
Headquarters 


Commander, Navai Medical Command 

Naval Air Systems Command 

Naval Miiitary Personnel Commancad 

Nave; Sunopiy Systems Commancd 

Naval Sea Systems Command 

fewea:. Facilities Ensineeringe Command 
Marine Corps 

Senpacegic Systems Prcject Office 

Space arc Nava: Warfare Systems Commanc 
Memmanacer-in-Chie7, U.S. Atiarntic Fleet 


@emmendcer-in-Chief. &.S. Nava: 
Perces, =urore 


af oh. ioe oy - < = 7. “Ses as : 
Meee ect NaVa: EGUCat "cn ac Training 
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Nave! Teitecommunicaetions Command 
Headquarters 


Nava: Oceanographic Office 


Nava: Security Group Command 
Heaccuarters 


Memmander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fieet 


Commancaer Nave. Reserve Ferce 


Figure 3.1 Major DON Claimants 
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FASEE 3-2 
Claimant Assertiveness: {increase in Claimant Request to 
NAVCOMPT from the Previous Year's Request 








Request Or 5% - 10% 15% & Tota] 
Decrease 4.9% 9.9% arn Above 
T 48 28 a 6 100 


The table shows that the majority of Ciaimants, (76 


percent), requested increases of between 0 and 9.2 percent, 


anc 1f percent requestec an increase cf greater than 10 
mercen~. this compares with Housley s findings of 53 percent 
meen a O-9.9 percent increase request, sucCame a percen: 
requesting more than 10 percent. The LeLoup/Moreland study 


measured 20 percent requesting a 0-9.9 percent increase anc 
Meme’ ce7= seeking more than iC percent. Botn of these past 
Seen esS Were conducted during periods of budget expansion, 
during which aggressiveness was encouraged. THE Current data 
mmercetes that tne Claimants become more moderate in their 
Mmeeco fOr Ducget growth, during periods of fiscai constraint. 

In order to assess the success that aggressive 
Claimants achieveaq over this five year period, the growth or 
shrinkage of each category of budget request 1s compared to 
the actual budgetary level achieved. Table 3-3 displays the 


@eeuits of this comper iscn. 
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Cnanges in Agency Requests Made by Reviewing Bodies 


Change in Claimant Number AV Q% Avg% Avg% 
Request from of (02) Change Change Change 
Previous Budget Cases NAVCOMPT OSD/OMB Budget 
Request Decrease yi = (233) - .6 = 2 ant 
Increase 0-4.9 48 -4.4 =| + a 
Increase 5-9.9% 28 = - .8 = 
{[ncerease 10-14.9% 11 -7.7 + 1 = ee 
Increase > 15% 6 = See ao] Th oo 


The resuits of this comparison show that themes 
aggressive category of Ciaimants received the largest seme 
followed by those requestiagua 520. 2 cee ecen. Increase anc 
~MOSe reques2 2c (4. decrease. The Claimants request iijemee 
smal! (0-4.9 percent), increase received a smea:! increaeem 


= 


ana those requesting an increase of 10-14.9 percent receivec 
a slight decrease. 

These findings conflict with those of past Stiuiegere 
and indicate that an aggressive strategy does not necessarily 
result in a budgetary increase. During periods of budgetary 


constraint a strategy of seeking a4 small (0-4.9 percenae 


increase is more likely to resuit in some budgetary growth. 
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The one area of consistent agreement is that those 
Claimants who request a budget cut, will be cut deeper than 
the requested. 

Another strategic option available to aggressive 
Claimants is to adjust upward the budget being submitted to 
Navcompt. Only one Claimant of the twenty studied, employea 
this tactic. Table 3-4 shows the amount of their adjustments 
to each year's budget, the actions of the reviewing agencies, 


ena a comparison to the other Major Claimants budget changes. 


TRALEE 34 


Bucoet Review Results for Clainants Acjusting Their 
NAV. Suorittal Corparea to Those that Dic hot 


Acjust ‘Their Budcoets 
Fiscal (21) GQemce Nmber of (62) Cosve (63) Gere (64) Cernce§ (65) Garce 93 FPercet 
Pereast Clairents LAM PLS IFMOPIS Other Chi OD Averace 
Crence Recuestn Mark-up Fojustments Acjusumerts Groth 


Recuestec ‘The Chane 


+4.6 1 -|7 +6.6 +7.2 +2 +1.5 
G 19 - 4.26 +4.2 +1.4 -1.6 - .l 
+] gl -|7 +6.6 +7.3 +3.5 +3.5 
C 19 = eG +5.9 41.3 2.4 - 
+] al -15 46.5 +3 +3 -1.5 
9 —S - 4.3 +4.2 alt 4 - 1.6 - .69 
+ .o al -16.3 +€.9 see | + 3 ~“./ 
Gj 1S - 5.81 +4.5 +1.4 - 1.6 -1.5 
+ 8 1 -16.4 46.3 —3.7 + 4,4 6.6 
9 1S - 6.2 4.2 + 5 - ./ —2.6 


Mito be ifAante sueeGressivemess. resulted mn an 
Mmaekease in their FY 1996, and 1991 budgets, but their FY 


35 


1992-1994 budgets were cut. The average effect on the five 
year budget was a negative 1.9 percent yearly cut in its 
budget. This compares to a negative 1.2 percent, average 
yearly cut in the budgets of the other 19 Claimants who did 
not request a budget adjustment. 

Although this sample of one aggressive Claimant does 
not provide conclusive evidence; it does indicate that at 
least in this case, aggressive use of requested adjustment 
increases, during a period of fiscal constraints, did mou 
Opes 

One assertive strategy which is readily available to 
all Claimantsesas 9 thet ci Ss erocran jus caeieat 160 Through 
proper justification of each program during the programming 
stage of the PPBS process, a Claimant can minimize NAVCOMPT's 
initial O2 cut to their budget. The justification fiereeaen 
line item, submitted with the budget to NAVCOMPT, will have a 
large impact on the size of the budget approved. if NAVCOMPT 
can relate a line item to an approved program they tend to 
approve it. Since the O02 modification to the budget is 
consistently the largest budget cut, in every year; if 1t eam 
be reduced or eliminated a Claimant will improve the chances 
of his budget's final approval. See Tables 3-5 through 3-9, 


which show each change to the claimants’ budgets. 
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Major Claimant Budget Changes 
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TABLE 3-9 (Continued) 
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Percentage of to is So 10 5 710 

Ciaimant' s Budsets 

Cuts 

Ai. Numbers are in percent 

Poeeichenc lwo Caueerack Strons. jJusStat ications, ~often 


@eeeave large cuts from NAVCOMPT. Of tne Claimants with the 
biggest O02 cuts, specifically NCBG codes 24, and 63, many 
programs were reduced or eliminated completely due to 
inadequate justification. For NCBG code 24, 31 percent of 
mee cut consisted of reductions and unjustified program cuts. 
MeeNcsG code 63 they consisted of 18:5 sercent of the cuts. 


De Claimenws with the smallest NAVCOMPT cuts, and in some 


cases, increases, were able to better justify their progmanes 
Over the coarse of them ve years reviewed, NAVCOMPT 
increased Claimants budgets 28 times. In these cases very 
few cuts were made for programs being unjustified. The few 
that were made were so small in size, that they did not 
impact on the budget. 

This data clear lyawwind icaves that an aggressive 
justification strategy is an effective method of avoitdaae 
budget cuts, during periods of fiscal coneweaintc. 

Another option available is tc utilize the Reciama 
process to nullify the initial NAVCOMPT cut, or to acugeuma 
Increase the budget. In 17 percent of the cases over this 
five year period, Claimants were abie to achieve a budget 
increase in the initial NAVCOMPT mark-up, anc another 
increase from the Reclama-restoration process. lr; another 79 
percent of the cases, Ciaimants were able to get back more in 
the Reclama-restoration process than was cut in the Vee 
Mark = cipe 

The key tO succesS in thiS aréa, 1s to “Faia 
understand the reasons for the itnitial NAVCOMPT cuts, and to 
justify well enough to prevent cuts, or achieve its restore 
after the cut. Some Claimants are clearly better at this than 
Orne se 

A detailed description of the reasons for ai!) culpa 
provided to the Claimants when their budgets receive cuts. 
The more aggressive Claimants wi!!i study and research each 
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One of these cuts, and plan a strategy to have each restored. 

A reclama is then submitted for each line item which was cut. 

These reclamas must address the specific concerns of NAVCOMPT 

and be convincing enough to cause a restoration of funding. 
2. Changes of Reviewing Authorities 


In Tables 3-5 through 3-9 the budget changes of 


NAVCOMPT's Mmark-uo, NAVCOMPT's restoral, NAVCOMPT's 
miscellaneous adjustment, and the OSD/OMB adjustments are 
shown. From this data clear patterns of action are seen. 

Te 132 te' NAVCOMP? (02). Werikewn “Gs Clearly 2 


£ 


moe. CUT, for the average Claimant. ios "CUE 15 ecce 06s... 


Bayeeeer1ect~s the largest number of Claimants in the last two 


(> 


Mmmmemoy tie FYDP. For FY1293 end FYIS94 cuts apdortionec by 
NMAVGCOMPT (02) adjustments effects 80 percent of the Claimants 
Pafemmaverages -€.340 percent anc -6.74 percent respectiveiy. 
Memeeecme tirsct two years, FYi990 and FY1991, it cuts 65 
@eeeer. anc (0 percent of the Claimants, anc averages -5.07 
Mteeeit, and - 6.714 percent. TRE Mide@ie yeer ofr che FYDP, 
memo? 1s the sma:iiest cut, anc it only affects 62 oercent of 
Mmmemelaimancs. this cust averages -4.8 percent in size. This 
Imcicates that an arprovriate strategy woulac be to request 
the largest budgetary increase for the third year of the 
mer DP . 

The NAVCOMPT (03) restoral gives back almost as much 
Bethe initial mark-un takes away. This restoral however; 


Boe mR Gumiecesseriiy give back the Tunes tomthe Ciaamants, who 


o.3 


had their budgets cut. The (03) restoral redistributes the 
budgets by returning little to the Claimants with the deepest 
cuts, and giving more to the Claimants with (02) increases. 
In FY1990 the agencies with the five deepest cuts, had cuts 
which averaged 19.76 percent. Their restorals averaged 11.68 


percent. This is a restoral rate of 59.11 percent of their 


Cure Si. The Claimants with the five biggest (02) increases, 
had increases which averaged 5 Pee percent, and (03) 
additional increases of 2.13 percent. This iS a& restomem 
rate of 38.11 percent of their initial increase. This 


relationship of budgetary redistribution was consistent for 


every year of the FYDP. 


The ten Claimants which fell in the middle of the 
deepest cuts, and the smallest cuts or increases, were able 
to get most of their (02) cuts restored. These ten Claimants 


averaged a FY1990 cut of 3 percent, and had a restora las 
of 2.35 percent. This 1s a restoral rate of 78.33 peércenme 
Of these ten claimants, only one was restored more than it 
was cut, while one which was cut received an additional cut, 
and two who received increases gained a further increase. 
Every Claimant which received an (02) increase also received 
an (03) increase. These findings also remained relatively 
constant, theeucneu. thespywaer = 

The NAVCOMPT (04) miscellaneous adjustment was a 
slight budget increase for most Claimants. it averaged +1.32 
percent over the FYDP period, amd cut only 29 percent sc eae 
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Blaimant s budgets. Most of these cuts came in the outyears. 


MreryY!9S0 only 20 percent were cut. me FF vers oeu— ego. 2o 
percent received cuts, and in FY1994 50 percent received 
sutcs . 


While the (04) adjustment did not have a significant 
eemrece ON most of the Claimants, it did greatly change the 
budgets of a few. Of the 29 cuts over the FYDP period, 25 of 
them affected the same 7 Ciaimants. Two Claimants, NCBG 
Beees 25, and 39 were cut every year. Code 25 averaged a 
fee percent yeariy cut, while Code 39 only received a 1.2 
percent averase yearly cut. Other Claimants received large 
yearly increases. Coge 65 received an averase $3.44 percent 
yearly increase, and Code 12 received a 8.54 percent yearly 


fee, Case. 


Tne (05) OSD/OMB adjustment was an average cut in 


every year. [lt averaged -1.37 percent over the FYDP period, 
Simeeeu. f2 percent cof the budgets. These cuts were fairly 
evenly distributed over the FYOP period, with FYi99C 
receiving the least. While most of these cuts were small in 


size, and only a few Ciaimants gained, a smali number were 
Bee ected significantly. Code 12 received an average annual 
cut of 11.14 percent, and Code 65 received a 4.02 average 
yearly cut. These two were the biggest losers. Codes “75 and 
69 were the bigsest g&iners. Code 15 receivec an average 
6.06 percent Imnevrease, ana Coce 69 averaged a 3.88 percerit 
increase. 
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The (06) OSD/OMB miscellaneous adjustment is a very 
small increase which averaged +.02 percent yearly, and only 
affected three Claimants. This adjustment reflects the 
budget fine tuning done by NAVCOMPT to align the budget to 
the OSD/OMB total cut. Due to its size it is of little 
importance to the overall budget or the results of Saige 
study. 

3. Reviewing Methodologies 

Most budget changes fall into three categories. 
These categories are: pricing, timing, and programming. The 
pricing cuts or increases reflect the amount to be spent on a 
program. Through spending more or less on a@& £progratimarm 
reacting to economic conditions which affect input prices, a 
program's price can be increased or decreased. Timing 
changes refer to when a program is to come on Jine, or the 
growth of a program. Through stretching out of a progranmae 
cutting growth, the amount spent per year can be reduced. 
Program modifications are made by cancelling a program, 
adding a new program, or altering a current program s Siigee 
Program modifications are made to reflect decisions made 
during the programming phase of the PPBS process. 

The reviewing agencies use al | of these 


methodologies, plus miscellaneous adjustments to make their 


budget changes. Through the examination of the five largest 
Claimant's line item changes, the methodologies of each 
reviewing phase are analyzed. Table 3-10 shows the results 


4€ 


of this analysis, and Table 3-11 displays the amount of each 


change with its percent of total change. 


TABLE 3-19 


Number of Budget Changes by Type and Level of Review 
PR = Pricing T= Timing P = Program 


NCBG 62 93 4 05 
Code PR aly Pp PR Je PR T Pp PR ly P 

18 48 1 6 33 8 @ 144 8 6 23 2 8 

19 22 16 9 12 16 4 31 2 6 32 1 26 

24 71 #13 «1 42 16 3 39a 4 6 26 

60 i). A» 13 23 6 46 2 14 #55 1 34 

76 65 3. 25 |; 48 6 9 56 2 29 
Total 279 31 63 ieyeeo2eeel4 «Gye 27 Sle 6 123 

TABLE 3-11 
Arount of Change by Category 
(S005) 
62 G3 04 i 
PR zi P PROT P PR 6T OP PR T P 


Arount 1420333 27100 236580 927494 117663 6487 115148 76225 378000 988442 15328 517193 
Percent 


of oe. 3 65.6" 1056 5.8 Poeceeiged, ~ 66.4 ~197 3.6 ZZ. / 
Change 
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The budget changes of the reviewing agencies are the 
product of budget evaluations. These evaluations do not make 
program decisions, but Tthey do make program validity 
judgements. [lf a line item does not justifiably support an 
approved program, it is not funded. Previously approved and 
budgeted programs are also affected by program changes and 
cuts are made to reflect decisions made during the 
programming phase of PPBS. Since a particular line item may 


apply to more than one program, it could be partial ly "eum 


geeflec= chances to one prog@ean. Tnese types of cuts are 
termed program cuts, as they reflect changes if Tumen ae 
caused by previously made programming decisions. Prt Gaiac 


cuts are made toc distribute the limited DON resources Vou 
of the approved programs. Timing cuts are made stretchmeu. 
programs ana crt the immeciate expenditures due. 

The initial NAVCOMPT mark-up of these five cilaimamee 
"“nvoivec chances t¢6 a total er 373 0 tne weire mee Many G7 aeeme 
line items were affectec by more than one chanse. Mostaee 
the NAVCOMPT mark-up changes (74.8 percent), involved pr lease 
changes. Timing changes affected only 8.3 percent of Sage 
line items changed. This low figure indicates NAVCOMPT s 
possible reluctance to stretch out programs. Program changes 
reflect 16.9 percent of the line item changes. The amount of 
the adjustments also indicate that pricing changes represent 


most of the total change (73.7 percent). These changes cut 
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into the share of line items that support scaled back or 
cancelled programs. 

The NAVCOMPT restoral phase affects 173 line items or 
foes percent of the number involved in the initial mark-up. 
Of these line items, 79.2 percent are pricing changes, 12.7 
percent are timing changes, and 8.1 percent are programing 
changes. The amount of these changes also refiect the number 


of changes in weight, see Table 3-11. 


The NAVCOMPT miscellaneous adjustment phase is 
Semcernec primarily with economic projections, and selidor 
effects the same line items that were changed in the first 
ee OUSSec. it invelves changes to 204 line items. “hese 


ehanges are broken down into pricing (84.3 percent), timing 
Mees percent), anc programming (13.2 percent). The amount of 
these changes imencaves. thax mine (geectial., size - Onmmene 
prosramming changes are much larger than the pricing changes. 
mamrouG «'.e programming cnanges refiect 13.2 percent of the 


meee ces, the, Come ise 66.4 “percent of one “amcuns 


The OSD/OMB review affects 342 line items. This is a4 
broac based review which cuts more heavily (36 percent), intc 
line items reflecting program support than the other budget 
reviews. Sill the largest number of changes (62.3 percent), 
memwec. pricing changes. Timing changes involve only 1.7 
merceiewc, the “Sne items. "ne Divenige anc “vimins cherices 
Bewmeomno.1set the programming cuts. While the pricing and 
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timing adjustments increase the budgets, the programming cuts 
account for the entire budget decrease. 

The majority of all the changes made (73.4 percent) 
are classified as pricing changes. The next largest category 
is programing changes with 20.7 percent of the total. Timing 
changes only account for 5.9 percent of the total. In dollar 
amount the programming changes are the largest category. 
They reflect 46.5 percent of the total change, while pricing 
changes account for 44.4 percent. Timing changes reflect 9.1 
percent of the total amount of change. 

Since pricing and programming changes together make 
up 94.1 percent of the number of budget changes, and 90.0 
percent of the amount of change, the Major Claimants Sshogmie 
focus on this area to strengthen their budget proposals. The 
strategy of effectively justifying line item budget levels to 
approved programs is strongly recommended. 

A Claimant must be careful in drafting line item 
justifications, which are submitted with the line items to 
NAVCOMPT for their Initial mark-up. lf the share of a line 
item which is perceived to be allocated to a changed program 
1s too large, the cut could negatively effect the other 
programs supported. To avoid this the Claimant should fovmeg 
the ‘programming “process closely. When program support 
changes, the line item justifications can be reviewed to 
ensure that they properly reflect the support provided to 
each program. This will prepare Claimants for the reclama 
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process early, and enable them to develop a strategy to 
defend budget levels. This strategy will help restore both 
Pricing and programming cuts. 

During the reclama restoral process NAVCOMPT, will 
give back almost as much as it initially cut. These 
restorals will favor the claimants who best justify their 
funding levels to approved programs. If a claimant has done 
an effective job in his initial POM justification it will 
make the task of drafting strong reclamas that much easier. 
It 1S important that each cut be countered with a reclama, 
and that each reclama tie the funding level budgeted to the 
success of a program. 

Hae “NAVCOCMPT “adjustment «=phase as more difficult to 
feepere for, as it is primarily concerned with NAVCOMPT s 
economic projections, and sreclamas are not submitted to 
e@ange them. The initial line item justification of funding 
Is the strongest defense for this phase of the review 
process. 

The OSD/OMB review is essentially an across the board 
Suit. orimarily affecting the areas Or. DriIcing =eand 
programming. The best strategy to defend against this cut, 
is to gain the support of NAVCOMPT during the initial three 
phases of the review. process. Through an aggressive 
Slistification strategy, the Claimant can affect the success 
of his budget as it progresses through the budget review 


process. 
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The Effects of the Changes on Each Major Claimant 


AY, 


Some of the Major Claimants were much more successful] 


Tables 3-12 and 3-13 list the 


at budgeting than were others. 


and the yearly average growth for 


growth by years, 


budget 


From these tables the clear 


the Major Claimants. 


each of 


identified. 


losers can be 


winners and 
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Major Claimants Ranked by Percent of Tota! Change 
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Claimants Average Yearly Budget Change 
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Si ivone Mager CiaimantSs  stagiec; Dane receivec averece 
annuei increases, while e.even were cut. The biggest overall 
winner was NCBG code 6% (Commancer=-in-Chief, U.S. Navel 
merces EUrcpe), with an average increase of 11.66 percent. 
[In second piace was NCBG code 69 (Naval Security Group 
Command Headquarters), with an 8.7 percent increase. The 
Marine Corps dic very well achieving an average annual 
‘imecrease of 2.6 percent. This was the sixth ‘largest average 
mmerease in the study. Tris Pimcreceaceees with that of 
Meerpa s thesis, in that it shows the high level of budgetary 


Mmieecess 242.) 2=ne Marine Corss enjoys. {Ref. 16! Ali of the 


ee 


Claimants which achieved average increases enjoyed strong 
NAVCOMPT support while only three were not cut on the average 
by OSD/OMB. This indicates the importance of NAVCOMPTs 
support, mentioned earlier, in gaining budgetary increases. 
Of the eleven losers NCBG code 30 (Strategic Systems 
Project Office), received the largest cut. Their budget was 
reduced an average 13.68 percent yearly. Code 24 (Naval Sea 
Systems Command), was second with an average cut of 12.38 
percent. All of the Claimants who received cuts, faiivegma. 
gain NAVCOMPTsS support for their budgets. Only two of these 
Claimants received OSD/OMB support, and this support was not 


strons enough te overcome ene NAVCOMe tT ecU cece 


B. SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES OF PREV IOUS Sites 

The past stucies done in this area, “FWeenus on an 
aggressiveness strategy of requesting larse itncereases. Wri 
that strategy has been successful durins periods of BbuG@oew ens 
Screws, it is met successful during pericds of pBiuldame 
constreint. During this period a stratesy of recuee we 
moderate increases was the most successful. 

The study conducted by Housley found that NAVCOMPTs rove 
was not to balance the extremes, but to check for budget 
feasibility, verify accuracy, and ensure chat the Gumgges 
reflected approved programs. FReft. 2s This study agrees 
with those Tindings. it also agrees with Housley thag 


NAVCOMPT's budgetary support 1S cCritiveat tS eengevwigecere 
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budgetary increase, and that the key to gaining this support 
moeetco UeTlize the reclama process successfully. 

This current analysis also shows that the OSD/OMB cut 1s 
very mechanical in nature. Almost all claimants are cut, and 
various aggressive strategies do not affect this cut. This 
agrees with the find dmes of both Housley ana the 
LeLoup/Moreland Study. [Ref. 12] fa@adcicicne al Wet =the 
studies which examined agencies requesting decreases show 
fig oneigne home if an agency or Claimant requests a budget 


5 


eee, tney wil: have that cut increased, and wil’ receive @ 
er budget than they requestec. 
Pageolliy, @!1 of the stucies agree that the aWnitial budgex 


eeeest 4 6IS!hCU Ne) 6 6cstrongest determinant of the fina’ budget. 


femme Sscucy found that finding to still nold true. 


IV. CONCLUSIONS 


A. STRATEGIES 

A Major Claimant who seeks a budget increase or desires 
to protect his budget from a sharp cut has various Straten 
available for use. The Claimant should request a moderate 
budgetary increase and use an aggressive justification policy 
to gain stinsereron NAVCOMP ie lf the line item budget that 
NAVCOMPT receives is easily related to approved programs, the 
size of the initia: mark-up cut can be minimizec. This 
be accomplished by fully relating the spending levels to 
approved programs during the programming phase. During the 
reclama phase, the Claimant snould aggressively seek to have 
all of the initial cuts restored. The Claimant should usema 


strategy of justifying the restora! of funds, and reva aes 


these funds to approved programs. This strategy snmousia 
achieve a °nish ¢tnds) resteraiewirere. After achieving this 
support from NAVCOMPT the Claimant wil: be abie to accep 


cut made by OSD/OMB, and sti!! achieve a buaqgetery inerecees 


or a modest decrease. 


B. NAVCOMPT ACTIONS 

The NAVCOMPT reviews align the Claimants buUcgetS EOMEne 
approved programs, and distributes the limited DON funding to 
these programs. The NAVCOMPT initial mark-up is usually the 


largest budget cut, anc it Cuts deepest Wee stne buidGe ce... 


a0 


the last two years of the FYDP, while it cuts the least into 
the middle year. Thiemerze Yef themercutevar ieseeacgnif icant ly 
for different claimants and many receive a budgetary increase 
during this review. 


The NAVCOMPT reclama review restores almost all of the 


wiecial cuts. These restorals favor the claimants who 
receive initial NAVCOMPT increases, and give little back to 
mmeeclaimants with the deepest cuts. This indicates that the 


successful Claimants have done a more effective job of 
melacing their line item funding levels to approved programs. 

The final NAVCOMP7 adjustment was a slight increase for 
trae averase Claimant. WEMaVveracec tla os Ppercent.inesize, “ane 
Seimariliy reflected pricing changes. lt seldom affected line 


meems which were altered in the initial two NAVCOMPT reviews. 


ee OSO/OMB ACTIONS 

The OSD/OMB review is usually (72 percent), a budget cut. 
On the averase it is very smaii (1.36 percent), but some 
Claimants were cut up to 11.°4 percent, while others sained 
Moemco 6.08 percent. This review primarily affects the areas 
Syeeeoricing, and programing. While OSD/OMB does not make 
restorals, they do make a few economic based, miscellaneous 
adjustments. These adjustments are very small (.02 percent), 


and affect only a few Claimants. 


Sa. 
—] 


D. SUMMARY 

This Thesis examined the budgetary process’ and the 
actions which the DON budget reviewing agencies take to 
modify the O&M,N budgets, submitted by the Major Claimants. 
It identifies the various strategies used by these reviewing 
agencies to modify the budgets submitted, and analyzes the 
strategies used by the Major Claimants to protect their 
budgets. 

The study found that the initial budget submitted by the 
Claimant is the strongest determinant of the size of the 
final budget. During this period of fiscal constraints 
most successful claimants followed a strategy of requesting 
small budgetary increases (0-4.9 percent). 


The initial NAVCOMPT mark-up is usually the largest 


budget cut. lt cuts deepest into the Claimants requesting 
large increases, and cuts’) significantly less of the middle 
year of the FYDP'’s budget. The Claimants which received 


budgetary increases were successful in avoiding a sharp 
budget cuts in this phase. 

The NAVCOMPT reclama/restoral review gave back almost as 
much as was cut in the mark-up phase. These restorals 
favored the Claimants with the smallest mark-up cuts and 
those which received initial increases. Claimants should 
employ a strategy of submitting a reclama for every cut 
received, and justifying the restoral by relating the funds 
to approved programs. 
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The NAVCOMPT miscellaneous adjustment is usually a smal] 
increase. [t is based primarily on pricing changes based on 
economic changes. 

The OSD/OMB review is an across the board cut. This cut 
is usually small, and it is applied to most of the Claimants. 


A few Claimants received cuts up to 11.14 percent, and a few 


received gains of up to 4.02 percent. This review reflects 
weege CULS to programs, and small increases in the form of 
pricing and timing changes. These small increases act to 
decrease the size of the cut. There are not any clearly 


identifiable strategies to limit this cut as it is mechanical 
In nature and does not favor any of the major claimants. 

The major conclusion is that the budgetary process is 
complex and ever changing. With a thorough understanding of 
all the intricacies of the PPBS process, and a firm knowledge 
of the review process, Major Claimants should be able to 


better plan and gain approval of their budgets. 


Eee RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The question; “Why are some of the Major Claimants 
consistently more effective at achieving budgetary success 
than others?”, would be worth examining in more depth. A 
comparison study of the budget organizations of the clear 
winners and the losers may provide the answer to this 


question. 


oR) 


The budgetary cuts made by NAVCOMPT's mark-up and listed 
as unjustified, would also be worth a closer examination. By 
tracking the initial POM justifications through the 
programming stage, to the line item budget, it may become 


clear why some of the line items appear to be unjustified. 


60 


pee 


ae 


ae 


CiSt Ob VREFRERENCES 


Davis, James W., Politics, Programs, and Budgets, 
Prentice-Hall Inc., 1969. 


MalGavsky, Aaron, The Politics of the Budgetary Process, 
AOC i Jot e, Browne and Co... 1974. 


Department of Defense Instruction 7045.7, Implementation 
of the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System 
(PPBS), May, 1984. 


Secretary of the Navy Instruction 5000.16E, Department 
oT tne Navy, Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System 
(PPBS), March, 1986. 


Cniet of Naval Operations Publication 9S90P-1E, DON 
Brod annie Manueari, vuly, 1979. 


avicie, Cage Programe csucaget ing, . 2na Ea., Tne Rand Corea. 
1959 

Novick, Diae Currency Practice) ine Pprocram! BUeSece. nc 
Weep ss) sere Ranc Coors. iS7s. 


Peeor een. Gr De, ese -Iimstruction 7045. 4, The Planning, 
paocrenmianis, anc BuaGgeting System €PPSS), May, 1984. 

Pe tomere 1c oO, bDeTense instruction 1045.8, Procecures For 
Bieecaeins tne Five Year Defense Program Date, May, 1984. 


mic ac. Davic, Presicentia! Blue Ridb0n Commiss i0n. on 
Defense Managemert, Overview Anaiysis, Armec Forces 
Sevreme. «.ncvernatione!:, Oot, i985. 

Dav ice o. 4.57 AcH. Dempster, ana Aaron Wiltdavsky. "h 
Theory of the Budgetary Process, “American Political 


Science Review, September, 1966. 


LeiLoun, Lance T., arc Wiiliam 8. Moreiand. “Agency 
Stratesies and Executive Review: The Hidden Politics of 
Budgeting, Pubiic Acministrative Review, May/June i978, 


ioe o.2- coo. 


ewe. CY . JSG ae Roles, Sureucs es., anc “Presram 
Budgeting within the Operations and Maintenance, Navy 
Peipgewip oes. Acceant, ™.S. hes s, Nevei rostgracuate 
Senocemetioncerey, Catitornia, December 19686. 


6 * 


VA 


on 


70> 


lilies 


Sharkansky, er “Agency Requests, Gubernatorial 
Support, and Budget Support in State Legislatures,” 


American Political Science Review, December 1968, pp. 
1220- \ ee 

Wildavsky, Aaron. The New Politics of the Budgetary 
Process, Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Forman and Company, 
1988. 

Scarpa, Joseph. An Analysis of the Correlation between 
Budget Assertiveness and budget success, M.S. Thesis, 
Naval postgraduate School, Monterey, Calilfernniar 


December 1988. 


Department of the Navy, Office of the Comptroller, 
Budge: Evaluavion ~- Grouce "Operations and Maintenance, 
Navy: Review of the FY1990 Budget, 1988. 


INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST 


No. 


Defense Technical t!tnformation Center 
Cameron Station 
Pelexameriva, Virginia 22304-6145 


Library Code 0142 
Naval Postgraduate Schoo] 
Mioncerey, California 93943-5002 


Professor Jerry L. McCaffery, Code 54Mm 


Naval Postgraduate Schoo! 
femece- ey, Calzrornia 93943-5000 


63 


Copies 











~—  t 6 Le ee 2 at y 
BAN Thay heer It. SCHOO, 
weary ie ee i |. i + 002 


-_ 



























eg i Ue Cen ewes Vy etree aero 
Lit SOUSA ARE. 84 Rati d: OBL PO 1d A Mod Hib. & 8 6 & Foe Leitso, Le Le ee el ey oe ee oe Y 
hivhty-entnimattale irikaheleatutetadatale Cae e oh 0 BAG. Bb eR) PAP te Mon bs U1 oh ab od s © oft 01 BoA oho ted We 
CONS RAMEE TD Pro RAO BAO H se the Red ooht) BYAFA 0 yamil 

C1 FF AU RM Rams OGE OL ab HM oh et. Uw oh Od Ak ah oh Bye te hi Of: Be Ms AM MED tere doled « 
p ade hogrnenediaY 1 pthot 6% 9G ot of of OP Onl e RIOT AE 4600590 Os Pinee 


MyOMpelee heh 18 nM 6 98a beh ate rteE BF): 1 olints Geo ¥ wes 
fee © Onh Ge Fe 
entre Be Gets 09 Vee 
> RAE Mahe Gah thrhe OM Bi toD. Bobi bi fog Mae. u ob. 
06 F bOdaths ghwd af S284 tere YF ah & Ph te 
EDM ORES Wsy ORod OHI. APO: FAbOtsE.&. 6.0 of ra avert one SM DL .0:0:0t4L,) erred Mahe bos 0 6 
ORD Ge A, Pi ol Bok obi eh 1 AP 46:6 ab A en e8 Hk ote ete bak Ab, UAE ahomotect chi F I. HO Mid .e Hobe 
Ce OR ADM Dl! 2G D A 0% OF 40 he, OE8 ed wi 0.848 OE 0 obs. 0040 GB Mating et 440.8 
A Be ca BAP MD: dee, HD) B19 8 WE OD tlh BEM aly OO. An SMD Roh Meeesdeint £ 1&6 
Fi OOM Bek 6 A.2 ole bee leo 0 ab ty Oe 1S 9Oh-b bya 
lp tt ORE aOR tle oD A oP Mo Died Ar 
PAA APO RMD 08 eh ot ® A ABO HF AEE 0 208 08 wh oe 




















































































































thesM3453 | . ; 
Program budgeting within the Department . . ; 
BY OBO OHO NEG. Mit! OA Hig 9100818 Fane Sad @ 8-4 w& 1 
Do hemea hae aheaelataatete Mae 


WI ll ATTA ta MH | | Nf | . 
ETCH RA TPA A ols orate ; 
ii | | | | | | | | : , _e : 
a PULL LL URL Loa 
200 whol 06 oP 08 oki halt tAOd DBM Eh A468 EA are 81058 Polokon 4 sit ee Be 
Eh SPEER BaGed 1 PRD 0 pe MM AGL G 1 


a f OAR @ oct 
Pid piensa YI bee ot PL ee, Le a Bie leh heres Kh OHM Tot cas, 4 gl ene a 8 000 85687 6 
OR DAME OE DED 1O 1D ote 8 Poet OT 6 6 OAD. dM cheb Rohas ach hood § Bele B10) dads Fade, Om 00 och fod fe St gape « Rew 1 
Siete te voymabaemminaan dread idetididetin er ee ae Ae hee, OM Reh en & ee Bo hnPab 6.05020 inde t gah ae 
8 OPERA CeehaD BiahO* oF Dhek nD etd af Mh CdD Kiet DP 0 Meh jt 18 of % 

























































der © efit om. nto oh ue (Tent pan of IBRARY 
DP ReAAe Ohad ae 0-8 tah 0 ht BE Bok Dobe PHsanta Vee M Hdd £149: 0-4 Ship te .fons Dit og. wi Reh td, me R Beef Oo bp + @eei as DUDLEY KN 
20 Of ota ar a1 a Qatet of abo re Reh A te Aotht hibel oe hee Het otiets eMC above are Biteted ie ‘ BAY Awdil ct dae 
BPA Rae OF, OL el) Fa bP DB de An DAS Bt Bode obra Be Piten U1 oP) Om By Pike hodehi OEKO OB 1 cadae bo? © #4 
ab Rena OP oe 20 a8 aah A tah ob eRnd 99 my Mh! BIA IRAE tamed Aig od ode Rad O F-AP GD OO 18 0 oad. d5 oom bah: Fob 


Ref Rake 8e Kat 4908 of © 8.008 h Pah Ved AGM Ont ahah: 0) he eh 
DORR REI TD Bemba t oh AFD ooh & 0a AS WinP ele phn hee Patet date 
, nahh aintmnthtmenmentnaael keteidebudidea to Le ee 
-e avrd-Gradt dna abgheote doretek« al at ee) 
OR AME Omar H fe © Pre 206064 20) ro : - 
bate We ota nth an: GD dts8 ah as ehadigi 2 ahs 60,8. OP 






BM Oty OU: Rohe het § oh Ow A 
O18 Cate led chet Sebes sm Rae e He tat nite Carer Og 
monk g .U1d4e aie odo Oh ROR! oy Oho goh 6 ob hoe 6 wht Os uke gif ¢ 10 
Otet he leh wt: dew thom Wp Mal & Ab aeee Sot hol 0 aut win Ate Ate 4 0 44 : 
ol ot A oh: ht DOMa Lelie G10 :RoR OO) BOB 608. hem Bs Abe. | op shar als 8% Rhee + até a: 
" A oligo beetoti A oh 10 Oo her Geel Bid «Bote bbe pthe MePatr @ohap 4 nF ie Ba hd. hada p eer ' 
1 Be om, et dl ee ee 2890 POP O26 OC Re Orbs tol of tatnO Wot O AMO ee Oat bed 0.0 2 6 Lg tog S onde 64 ut » 
provers sitet? hy. ae 08 00d AR etn. ® 19 hte perF aR heheheh MECLRO® & STROMATA Gia ct eh ladieal ea ace ee " ne Hee ‘ , ie tee 
pe ort etn Atte OOP Petediolad -€. 2 0h bs tres Ae BINS Vehihut oobi doe te © ohh FO CoMsn Rae oe Fee 650 8 044 trooming 
bot wed gree’ eld tfon tow ton Pathos eh 1 od adem (lia oh yO Ode Oi dation 200 Cathe oO, Wb Aol Pitotatdhif tote) ot 6 Suki hase . md 
SMO Re ne 61 he peda A DO M10 0d # .0200.B dott. Od: POAGR BME AD Reith walelAR b-fse wines 2 Dae 
1S cle am de s@ ltt ob th wee ADot 0404 Pr 2h Rn PAO wr oka AOphp batched tok Bf, he BPO O68 12 et gO IRB ES ob oh den A 





t Ad gehit oe 9s 
























































fa 






















































































. i Sas 
’ abt | fr Ge? Fitel | Ribs a8 

OED at 108 0 C8OR KR oR hane® hb 4b 98, oof Sood Mi OME | PP OR ab oh obs Ot 8 oh BPS Salter bel 90 0%! oe ham 46 bye, Waid ang Geiteg ‘ 
pA DGMOD aA OS 6S OB oh Hh essed e2 eRe hOB EME: Hob acho had Bs GMA corhMoriph-mamisl 0 oF 6 dns oGo%otauemseed Coks 100 a0 fos &i ee ~ Om se 
oe R50 oe BDA RM Bean G. RAM DMAP OBL Os deh ot abt 2 6 OOhO: Re COE s & Ot smand-t. Ge Pi mere fay eb bares, ade aie 
diane nan ebaber ie stiys Bae pnanse ss es OH 20F ODM tnnnhied O10 Bah.» 0.8 eo) SROe R08 a08 oth eun bibcs Cero 
WA Be O10 Cnt Rm I Beh 101 PAM.O 18 19 A. VOlohy) em hs #1 4nBoe Shem eLOolAW doo Ce Dee a re v2 @ hee 
[iF CU ROF Memoir oS pee of omen rach Bibl 8.0 0d ROTM Roaahh > de ee ee e hed Imettonce , A ay ei 
% 8 ot Met tons at ertyenw ng Cod of Ve nad Ms Dahad ot, nm A.M oo hee teepam ¢@ otrot Lest NY 

Cee a roedead wo Weeks po oseennedmcn ated wtie § het 42418 40 0 i toide, t ay pe Fete Nes Ob t a) 
vil tele alt ts Oo OFF 08 CARBES008 0814 od | 02018 EL .0 Ooh 1S OU 8 COR FM Bad OF bn det ot UF, 4 sed i 

nr oat) © ond 9 Ont de ot op 28 hog thei S prtat 4 a ’ 

ABD CFP SAD OB 26 of geen ® ¢ 028 OP 68 118 ROOP. 0AMM Ped ohos nt Mn eetd & B-Ab PoboComs 6 (byte > ’ f rer 
OR A Dh att dh: de Od CAE leh OF 0% paid fb Bee PE AMOK BD? 06:4FDA, RP ony Ratios shi pe tad 6 the! O00 6006 ch ch roy e oud ma % eset ie 
Pm Be Peete eRe 1h gtirtinbe® & 0 = chee adw he barié: ane) eet da fee Ande he. a> w betwt Fete Oe t atte we ten of ate fe 
aie amPonet 2008 et a8 monet) dP hat os Qmhonk yb A BD abns of DA GY bs 2 hsm Bi hot abies fi gb%2s0 hh 62 © Ob Ae, sb. O00 ot » ae erore 6 i oot 48 
POP ot DPA atte an 08 gh tt CAG FS: Bip ece HOE tht 08 -Pateriht gree “hate Adem fotet Ss O16 4 ow KO DN fe t.f top wg nt 
Se ee | Mribunnenat mast dla at aaa Te oF RAF oh ade? Moh ts ©. Beh toh eens bod 0 OO beet doen , 
a FO a nee ted 200° 8 OH Ga 9 os atom b SB soe AL CATAEO HO O1RGSO a umnens ht One .@, 2 441 WF pease eg pe ye ears 

AAR eR ete 0.9.00, 00D ORY CoO ch Deh oh oo ob of Eh 100 A Motel AOU PomDDer ¢ of -athees LAAAIer er Oa At 
thAmom Rees nymeda .006id sia bite Brad BF 0B eB Mond ur ah mpeg stes0 O00 ganOre “4? t,. é o! : ‘ 
th af ate Or oared oh 5 10 eta rHet ented Pale ada! wind ghd oi - Man © hae? ard tachae tant 
F600 eA A a Atal dedi th OM ts Hb tb adhahd 2. ‘ & rhs Cegdgr es weae 

A pate BOD uP dita ntol econeacsatoberniitate ohed w has oft avi nas Pea YT 
S20 ob hat O'S tees inn obs Mad SDF hy. eo4)s Anew om pte8 anes 1 t Pf foun ethene 
a0 ctatdihoak 90 ib on Peo eb ote tebe Ceara ge 6 dM we te Ih ohm weet 0d ¥.7$ oF ve teadh eckabtae 
ey eratil ete ed ao Ale ott oe Boe ROD OF Bab ad 00 oo hed 6 fad 10M Prt tlegt are*s ihyn PEPE Ty | Aes 'tised S40 ., ate yb caren Sri Clee 
a8 oho Awd ehh 28 od neti! ote) Groh obo Rad ie 11 les <a heas> OF Ay K eee t PIO A EEE e, 69 ees id or & Sa tient bade Cees hog r 
cdetpad are ag dpe Coda al Tie ee ‘ £26: ® ve rePshe s ¢ eid ies ‘ priate 3.5 eau, fg cools iccitl ae a | 
[BADIA ADD Hs 0d09 08 aro Heath sm 02.00 on 9h Cote ths Romeo ender SP ohrs AbD dats ef fot meh aged we ern ta Orheese uM Autel cel by 
Phe phe 8 tO RP of a Iara of + 90 0th FOPghin Abetimes e 2a Bg os des 2 4s 
ee aber tnt oP her etagtiadra 





Wie EO M RIM & oatig: -& & ord 
FA gtnan.D at yt omn.d "eos 












Ones 
: e 8m Grud st ore ofa att i 
Fh D9 tan 4 wt 40% EO Gunes ati alte Rep Dek node DB Pta oe Ob Vd te wk ok Ate pth a gk » 
SP domatee stad. ® het aa Winh at cane b4 Mee po ib bad setee \ : qi Vets p Faw da dosae ds gt racy cout ae | 
Bt oF Ab Patt ote oD dt Dia ao aki bok te ‘ F ch dade ee oO geet A a di fe 
jo pinta I ao gh tote gino a ilok-tediaaed a? ML el 





A yerreeriched ow ited @ 

of Oe bot dhe 
0m 1b tht, F t.0% ta veak 
Fab cet MY cel gk cht A 


; 6 nt atet adel dK. erat DDE ap 

I Ad Ege rr Bs weer 06 cadbetndomay anye ) MY 
bao area bth rtch el os our ch wlobuhs Haas’ wok of iO 

: BA pos enh ee 6 ane bekshasies Ge dae pete of sodas ns dee 
Co et ee Pol A O18 0 06 18 ob ast Fit <0 hob ag* 
wt Aa ates nials tre Pk OA grb Babetadrhvirartrd ened nine 45:50 0g hav oh" vented ae 
yo ol ot deed wea: 2m. 17. Wee. 2M » sh, ohihfe Vie cectuh ae 
P08 of one) IF hdd evcemuthood wil ee i 
nt Puan ah aR er eiial re thd oF Ned borin hwtcoh ol les, he 
D MAA eas 7 
tod ns it Me 
















fa ada alleen t 
Oe os cc add Bods ved 9 tal gner G84  SeWRS 6 it yd -hgs dtatoded 
el wallace ah pais CMD woa- dove nae mye oD Won ad alt ay Ad bo 9 08 ot of 















Agate) MO A> OB omndine be Lene 0 ames ott. aggre Reg had oe fit ae oe» 

BEE ete ate Bae sat ob Hil, A Pie we al A2P ead 9 totnkas 

OY ene a ae. oF Remmben tasted 10 Ue, bf 1 Bene % Esa? hyP RA 2 tort ng ous 

wt Led ae = fme | peed oh. Se ; = Fis A aEh® Beh ar'd VEY t08 

Bt 8 aa Oe 4D Pgahia. Wyte Sigs Mey THN bad neath?» go eto hel grit a 2, 
Wie 2a Pope Ft MedtFon ch Abh-f-09 DP | gi * Pad 2 cinta ok et ee et ee oe 
tees ktere “ 






ea wel an Baa ida teed lé 5 des yoaw Boab has Oo dyeed? 

wre eh Bata -5 otal oF ot, 2b abet ad” 

(Vebyt, Pilates ww % ph nti of Or OY Jaa) 

OW we Ie 3 obs. 

moles: oo Wee «OA 
Pe 


Se" os ce Fey PN 
et tyr eg 
Bene Off Poi hd ade 















* mt 0 fe bg oO 2 tba n et 
we dt otebdad o's J BFF AD fds striae ote? iF 4i 
ae * ates! C JP SE Sse MIL ISS Sane dh 
PRegtat El om  BObaA ft Self erty? © Py nage Ord dP Sif Arte 8 






















of 
en te FN te e lh, eee BIN). us Mees dR tne hier tes F 

bb woke wt eFe WIN aee OB Etat es 7 tahitian Pol we hinkd Pade . 4) 

Ww +s aad ob bed wiih wey! tert ty o” Fibra cf + BASED WALI OS 
WSF hid gh abainkad py Bik Wiel + saahi tenses. A A bed yy j 
Pints Nabbed NUE 8 ite oS Sew FY TR ode. 1egeghtdaeee? .” Mele: ees > 
FD oe Fbesat ie attest BP PVE YB bg Nhe MN Pt sedeh See eee et oltas 
2) OW ed wie of Ms ee ee Dh NT we £ tae. ; 

rae Feb ob 18 OT 





: Lea Pay 7. @ 98, 
Bd oP is.*. we oh ot oo tl? EM bere se bee 
Pi FOR pe WD a RSL PALES ae 
Oo biNS.9 a 5? Bee eae es ae 
ot het As WER So ae 
Aes wie) de! ae ee 
PP ede ONE Sad ah ob 5 Fd BOYS Sle St: 
© 0 pote Ret Pe Fey he Si ATES og 
EF ete yyw wy 
f Se) “yy - 8 




















: 
SS 8 eadewoe rr hes 





Sela 


"as Va i 
f PIM rete 44) fd 


© 
* 


re 2 
rs 
' 










AHI UR @ oe Meas? F £ fives oa 
ra Helle wi nT ay eke. dt eatin aba ia 
Se ed a ee Oe a af 

-* 


























are Pepe ee a. MAA, 


wap mpeg chm BRA8 Tee rt area 


IP gh Fate pe. 






















oP AAP LI LIRD ©° Ce Tyty Demy. ce cog L 
08 TET EPR ees F3 A oe FErylaps 
Pea. PS of8 fury a ye PF ThE we o& 


Papas orgs 


ay 
a 8.e'yma ey © 72 &: 






J : PP ad 
oo Fas ergy Peery Qe eazy” Yn a res enV pre, "8 A 
NOE MN OL sepa egy: 8 ab, Wet bide? a 
D9 PEP Wh Pre a FH Poesy ge: ey at yen: TERETE ye FF OMEE Mw, “esa fey 
98 meqes Se QM OOPS OP ate Re Egle alt sa 
Nbbe: Micn Liathe Salo Ie he te eT ni smyyse shy yee = igre tne Ses Th eh ae? bP 
SOA Te TFL JOM HHO on RAL yg Sy cate + Ae tyhy &: Pla SR pe bPsiaeeyy fF 
ee tts PIES we Papyie: edith -y = nd : 
hie Sey ME se NUP ered) mag ey PeyAS UH, 





ear 4 


ak 
a 


































. oh ¥ 

x* Pare ’ 
FO Feast Cet se Mere oe % 
EBs a, we ye rey 















e 
To Pe One es ah Hyder SPY Pec bate me ate aor 2° 
epneth 2 ieietn a oe tebe Se tee eT ee eT rt pyrad waz 
Rents Peewee has yee. .re 






FO" basa yo 


eel haeys nd steps 
PSS ao ty ee pyre te te® ef eee® 9: ea YAH 
dpe ee tht tt, teh ch den oe 

ede th te et te et 
Pym MPa betS-catpmsas bi ot el elot See ed on 
"E Poe moet . 














Pee 9 Ae Ss rap ty iin oy re Saearer 
Re me Weer we NAY Sty Feretatyh “yey em, w, 

2 Pe WEE pedies 7 la ey Moe dab a PEE Se ha oP 
we ANAL He Uy Hreowy es, wn ata caryee 

& omy pel 















Ms wo my yy \ 
US Ome og 1h 8h hey a2 
s 



























© 0] FHM Tare © ey Hs bed “Oe Yen! 
7% WAh Wy Oe e bedevil thers leg! ne? 
oe hh hide teet tay 
fy avomen wl er Fam Py my PRI hee vee ff 
ve ee NOT S88 dG ee Jape. yrs 
See RaeGcNFeAeres 8hse aie, is weer & My adden oe a8 
Neha teats Tati tnd doe tl a efecese “ys pager ameter aa & atfosy UPL vee 
oy 2 -y 4 Sean e THUS e 8 sel ate re tages e san Ake ge 
bd MTT YL ae ee ee ee 
oh bh he Y 


Ah. oe, 
tee ritays & 2's 
Pw Pree wee 
OPE Pye uy Om 9% 


4 
“,Speferre 




































bee 





: LIE Pe Pee One en Pyne se or teeth te Pera A FOR OL 
phy bbephenteaktth. In ln tell Moline tthe an Pe oya-yrees 
Fa/ wterweqey DP He Cie Le APE Ak 







fFasotate’t a1 J 
+ UPS emo PRs Jee g ef fida Wey e-7 














ee 

















tem wih ot Ce ae *% 
*Uphre eae e) fen Vee ave ‘ 
 & Five covey: iO WR arya ad 3 
Sey ee an en tre Sees, mi fs93 * nd 7s} 
CRROFE “OPM Brgey : 
bhahddhs tet bt tok) 










lerhttepbbah Lhe thee hot eer a 
OPemmsetys- mweee a . 























































































































































































































































































































































































NPT efeyy 
pa Miutecy @ a, pj> ¢ Be \& 8 a 
me Py vy, Se ’ SUPP BPA Pe tee apap ee aie fi Ot so. 
lar delish lie Nin basliie Witt ok a dan! eet ie re Paraee nents tt =e seas ae i pid D se tenet ‘ ~ : ee ome: : . 
Mest bpte eh hel Le Tm eT Soar: “ar He Praca tpiley BPOAMEN's +e oak ours fark, S BG © OEP ate * Pee A ee ee eee \ . Reet ‘ ‘ : $ : 
OF NNER Ady Pome te wy oyty re Ponnee mEs Te oe NEE VEIN Ota Ne & oahte Nleroty.aieeyny ee - \ats seaee me te cae. eee Ae OCs. HU Ce Ce a a ' ' a a 7 7t . . 
ve dade Us bJecteblkn al catiehel ad te To) te Pt Cetin bert Pari, ost ee Bey hye edt idee be see saya dl alt 7, pee os Coe eae err, %,4 © of ® ® 2 
¢ aoe FER Mse es MOUIY PN OS WIE big habe boegh Su go¥ 199% redeO vie Vea fe Ryotwruss ory Bare © op 0 eres ihe Tae Lie es f * 4 4 ° * <a e oe 
ily hohe dg ela te wie aro Chee tts etd ren. I) NVI Mote nwa ih Fy Ore wee se, 8 F Bretagess esgneti e 4 hae is. gh Ls ot ot 8 ® ‘ a * A oa ‘ ® ® F 
She aed te eg PY 19 Hy y0 erg se Writ anes SAR, mee: Sree lee Fas Crrasajeromyy fas VEt EM pate FORT a 1g = a e eee —_ é ue 5 -! eee 
ese APers 5! = RHQ Re pag tS ay Glare os Pel - ‘ ts aft, Sie > ‘ ue : poe ‘ . ' 
eT i ti & Cre "ewe eee eee i ‘ P i> Age. 4 era’o O° tam Hes aft, oF 1c a ie Rare F A st . te r ¢ ; com ge . ‘ ‘ F 4 ‘ ‘ 5 hg a 3 ' 
PY SOP Uy Ope eras bare owe F a a! < bee ma ‘ F - ° 7 
OF SCRE M les e Fe ee lE Pom Ferd ? , ; . F cles sé Sey mde 2 ok tte Ra, yen eee 7 f t e . - 
En Pd oop a nO P’ O78 Sab owPwend inp WEEP 04 04 ‘¢ . Aer ‘ 4 ? ge && ‘ ei ais se es re ar é i. 
fee re he ae oY Pact i terierp & Gbdmra es er Pee Pee : v eet ae per . Bn ies : ‘ : ‘ ® - Pe ‘ . 
aes S fees HC? ices ae : : 7 if 1 : rae " 
Wie PER Puy ted . ; PRIOGC RSS GH yb IRL 6) safe TO Ye oo ae ae . 
© e@ tie e¥ie OVaronte eo of i , « ’ 1 : a) : * 
‘ ’ 
surg, Mego wegen, nex ye 8 : E ‘ + ay HAG = 1. je ee 
HOE Egy lee Asad OF Dete"h + ofure Cdelaca dl tierqges Me wo iy era bea, @ erm: x . i 
VPS RE PeRR ED ok ate tE ee Net ob a.nf asafo.s op . . ‘ . 
ve Fa-ore ese Seb rely a Use & Pe P VW UL PU e KEK ATO We Fabeb ug . Ate ees : 
Bre EMO Ce rwry, wt GOUPE) Tey, e sey © CFG AP YE OS sees a yee Ae L20F HR, WEN NG yen p. L 8 J ae e : : : 
meet Oe? CEU MY Py hel German + MEELO VS Se We Cin eD UMieRt oS Vile @ 1 Ommete Caw 4 i nm ek ¥ . 7s “1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 
yen Sw 8 -yivrunsers Leas Wikre sy ay epe a Erp mew? Vee eves : : sits #  Saaine 4 t . ® "8 ‘ . 
Ath UL th tke tea Face EWES EF ett DEL Ne Le NQtgee Res of EEO vt ‘ ‘ . 2s 
PUPEW HEH Y AFQLETE com ED ELE ote pe Reyer wie re CIs etal A BOOT | pg ° mS pre: * * ” e . 
WPee FNC WE RTUL OO PR ETERS PD Qregt “a sru rule vee 428 ph eee UL IOTL DY APM 1. ates ‘ 
Um etree) weer Weve & Pv ry 26 Orudera ore ¢ ‘ ts 
Web ee oe wren Sette aq heri tery tay a ; 
Leb bedo id erat eT Re en Pete ry OULD e ne alate gy we. ts . 
Ri tehdeth We th te et oa TL rae ete ww Ih ae er mith hy de phgeys Aya! 
eee ure Vare Prad SVS! bree UH OLE e. AKON SC rae eimsKtere Wes . " 
Bit. Or VERY wee ong Ourada thew e &Y Sere erry boar are res ww tree, : ‘ s 
ory e £0eh i farery tans Cun a Nair Cempe eaee wdeter ym OLA RAFU Neaeitiiasé © 5 - 5 
ry e whe eerily ase slrnce, - ALeru hen Js8 yn F - 
apt Geb he seg ere He Brye ; , : bO9R ley ee ALD i 1 of c : 
ScULDEUEN Be aaa eisE CON? wrt UP ate WOE etNert Etb eh BGs Aged he te ‘ 
pet -! bed Pree ons Off wehbe minty ere ur gens Ae i : : o ee teiene ah 7 
rere aretee Meee, Lt « Le fea) fo ee ™ 4 ‘ i dy % Baas LY o's 
a - th OWsd Pid fezwness Cpr: ‘ as . } : 
hk ell ek eS Urese te Peles ‘A ie Aa 4 ~ae eh ve a ‘ cates , 1 
VOUTVSY VSR eLsR Eye ure pet (LS nary fo : 
hh TOL Me) LR a : : s 
a - wR t 
"ear er yew: ra ? : , 
‘STDP are me WG Fy PLD ARTY TW, Sher Pay ‘ 
u Me eee ereSelwloteryry.winuny were tet "« VEvrefeip ‘ : 
wy Hwee Tew otal Rr) ed ot ya Ro tt = , ; 
aweerEra ose Mehttdediadel dd Wht ate ee ae | el ee ea a ad Ue) wibée ger ara's “rhe 4 e : 
sid. Pee UT Ae Ay eS pagS MEMVIDERVILSG MEW ETE YT & o° 
enw t whsitys 
WW arOr a ee e 
ae 25 ae by 4 roped ; 
" ae FECL OTE 198 ETE. G THTLO & EPO 
Fawr’ -O'efe Bs bone lew : Feb We OR wh eFe eh e of CIC Pah m Wivel 7 ' 
old in Sod Te Few os Fs MeL M VENT RT eet et, phage : 
Uh WOU EAT NES WON EAU tow Efe un 
se Oi idea re ere Wim care hb E eS Vamp : & 
ry iy : > 
pbepabe dat Ue eo * vi oawhy + 5 ‘ 
Weert ee rTRi Rig PLe ra mene yer fl 
1 OrenEtere 4 ed yOh et, Oy8 Ss 
t Pena dey VN it - 
HM OTk os Ree re et - 
wry Robe Ay WES “OEE Vl vsyiy! 
hyn ebb tt ly ih A, asd MT aha TY PTE rapa 
By Oro CE ee he Se . ’ 
Aiphtn bac oy he nahh bapa ehh etre hee TBUULURD SVP ar es “i =f cos “ On 
r ‘ Ae, sha ty Pore. > ray { “s 
rerueneen ur dres eeucy ares vveres Refer aimiranma sent ceatet DR Thee terintitet tine ch ot ; 
scree rar ee rene ear aeon pple Tat pene 1 as AL A aay VEIL Fue wre a stk wees ue hs owe ate yeu . i 
, WP k: Led} se e * 180° ety view "Olas rl , f ‘ 
Nphth Andel Sebchctrben-degrheh dint a) va SPV W wTE! ENE-nO-ureKeStarevey elera sd w hey ae mae AUS: Phen thee 0° pits tae Ais eee Ay else, ¥ i oo ‘ ; 
™ £00 WS OFVERTIBUGE OY TY oi 6 soul OR” MOU bs vr Teka A) 48 FIR Mow ro ree. a gt ec i a» ' P sur 
Hr art Sad ie Ae 1 8 tas hip . , . 
' Viary wie ee ke EP ev t 7 
' ba de 9 Vditng Wage "NWES Wit igacers gear vance * Hist 
WG OL WO hw Ue ¢ wha Vie wwe PePaM Etats t-@.f © fas ih 
eres euarcean Ww. 6 <vECISY SPE Se TUTE TS FE AYR + an ey : 
ralph 3 ti Iv Fe Pisa WPUEC He bee BV eR, YN ; 
p ON MIRA UNE O eo ee WP OMe oe Soe ha ee Rr ott 8s” pivised bee .ee ‘oe 
ea eet nh ets fh OD bal chan ht ta he eh ed eo ene Wi uses CMAN Ty eer ‘ . = 
AGRE TUTE DOs wEY FU ET UTETER O10. BAe RYT bE OO Ere La a res Un de aes er meres hss a hee. i. a. es s 
i et bk heed a WE OOPS! OS TEPER TE Eh a Yaris Wee Tawte 70 “uso “ene. = 
» Lal Laine AO El le gl 





